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Abstract

The theoretical framework of penal populism posits that the trend
towards punitive penal policies is driven by a process whereby voters
tend to elect punitive politicians and once elected, these politicians
push for policies that are in line with their personal attitudes. However,
the existence of such a mechanism has not yet been confirmed by
empirical evidence. This study aims to clarify this mechanism by
conducting a secondary analysis of Politician and Voter Surveys
collected in Japan during the 2009 House of Representative elections:
proportional representation and single-member constituency
elections. The study seeks to answer the following three research
questions: (1) Are politicians who support punitive policies more
likely to be elected? (2) Do voters who support punitive policies tend
to vote for political parties that also support punitive policies? and
(3) Who tends to be more supportive of punitive policies, politicians
or voters? The analysis of the study showed that: (1) politicians who
were more supportive of punitive policies had a greater chance of
being elected, (2) voters who supported punitive policies tended to
vote for political parties that also supported them, and (3) voters were
generally more supportive of punitive policies.

Keywords: Penal Populism, Death Penalty, Punitiveness, Election,
Japan

Introduction

Penal populism has been a key theoretical framework that is used
to understand the recent developments in penal policies [1, 2]. Put
simply, penal populism refers to ‘policies that favor a “tough” stance
on crime and crime control issues’ [3]. Originally coined by Bottoms
[4] as ‘popular punitiveness’, this framework has primarily been
applied to Western societies such as New Zealand and Australia [5],
Scandinavian countries [6, 7], and the UK and Norway [8]. However,
later scholars have also rigorously applied this framework to Asian
countries such as Japan [3, 9, 10], South Korea [11,12], China [13],
and the Philippines [14], although some of them have questioned the
straightforward applicability of the framework [11, 13].

Despite the widespread influence of the penal populism framework
and the efforts of researchers to apply it to specific contexts, there

are relatively few empirical (quantitative) studies that have tested the
assumptions of this framework. Moreover, as discussed below, one of
the basic assumptions of penal populism is that public punitiveness
influences the decisions of politicians. However, while some scholars
argue that mass incarceration in the United States is the result of
increased public punitiveness [15], there is currently no direct
evidence to support this assumption, and the relationship between
politicians’ attitudes towards penal policies and their electoral
success has not been empirically examined. The current study aims
to provide empirical evidence for the penal populism framework by
investigating whether politicians’ attitudes towards penal policies
have an impact on their likelihood of being elected.

In the following sections, the theoretical framework of penal
populism and its assumptions will be briefly explained and the data
source used in this study to test these assumptions will be presented.
Then, it will present three research questions (RQs) that are the focus
of this study, and the results of a series of three analyses conducted
to answer the questions.

Penal Populism as a Theoretical Framework

Although the emphasis varies among scholars, penal populism
generally explains recent developments in penal policy as follows:
In modern societies, criminal justice system was primarily controlled
by experts and insulated from public influence [16]. However,
due to various social changes, such as declining trust in authority
and politicians, globalization and increased fear of crime [17], the
hegemony of experts in the system is weakening in contemporary
societies. This ‘dramatic reconfiguration of the axis of penal power’
[5] has resulted in more punitive penal policies being adopted based
on the preferences of the public, who tend to be more punitive than
experts [18] and who have a more prominent role in shaping penal
policy.

While the penal populism framework is useful for understanding
recent developments in penal policy in many societies, one of its
caveats is that its emphasis is not consistent among its proponents.
Existing studies of political populism can be divided into two main
strands: those that focus on political elites, typically politicians, who
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are on the ‘supply side’ of populism, and those that examine the
public, who are on the ‘demand side’ in the sense that they have
a choice about whether to accept the populist ideas offered by
these political elites. For example, studies that primarily examine
the attitudes and behaviors of specific politicians [19, 20] can be
classified as 'supply-side' studies, while those that develop scales to
measure public support or approval of populist ideologies [21, 22]
are considered ‘demand side’ studies.

This difference in emphasis can also be seen in studies of penal
populism, although they often overlap and are difficult to distinguish.
As an example of a ‘supply side’ study, Roberts et al. [18] define
populism as ‘a political response that favors popularity over other
policy considerations’ (p. 3) and, based on this definition, argue
that penal populism is characterized by ‘the pursuit of a set of
penal policies to win votes rather than to reduce crime rates or to
promote justice’ (p. 5). As this definition and characterization focuses
primarily on policy and politicians, the work of Roberts et al. [18]
can be seen as a ‘supply-side’ study.

Pratt [5] ’s work, on the other hand, can be seen as a study that
focuses mainly on the ‘demand side’ of penal populism. Although
it does not provide a simple definition, it focuses on the social
transformations that are thought to underpin penal developments.
These transformations include various social factors, such as
declining trust in ‘establishments’, including academics, the judiciary
and some sections of the media, and the transformation of the media
and society at large. As Pratt’s [5] arguments are not limited to the
political arena and focus mainly on changes in society at large, this
study can be considered a ‘demand side’ study.

Despite the variations in emphasis, examining the effects of
politicians’ attitudes on the likelihood of being elected can provide
valuable insights in the sense that it fills a research gap that exists
in both strands of research. In the ‘supply side’ research, penal
populism is characterized as ‘the pursuit of a set of penal policies
to win votes’ [18] and this is seen as a driving force behind more
punitive policies. Thus, this line of research seems to assume a
mechanism whereby the public votes for politicians who hold (or
present themselves as holding) punitive attitudes. Empirical testing
of this assumed mechanism is therefore highly relevant to this line of
research. On the other hand, the study of politicians’ attitudes is less
relevant to ‘demand-side’ research because it is primarily concerned
with broader social configurations that are not limited to politics
or elections [5], and testing the validity of the above mechanism
does not affect the validity of ‘demand side’ studies. However,
Pratt himself, who focuses mainly on the ‘demand side’, repeatedly
refers to elections in a study of penal policy in New Zealand [23],
suggesting that elections have at least some relevance to this line of
research. Thus, the study of politicians’ attitudes is relevant within
the theoretical framework of penal populism.

However, it has not been a focus of empirical studies. Many studies
have been conducted to explore public attitudes towards penal policy
and their determinants in both Western [24-27] and Asian contexts
[28-32], and some of them [33-35] even refer to the late modernity
perspective [36], which shares basic assumptions or world views that
societies have been destabilized and people living in such societies
have become more anxious [1, 37]. In addition, Enns [15] has argued,
based on an analysis of time series data on incarceration and public
opinion, that mass incarceration in the US was caused by an increase
in public punitiveness. However, as far as is known, no studies have
directly examined the attitudes of politicians. Given the centrality of
this issue to punitive populism, this research gap needs to be filled
with empirical evidence.

Data Source

The lack of research on this topic is understandable, especially
given that as access to politicians can be a challenge for researchers.
In Japan, however, there is a publicly available dataset named the

‘UTokyo-Asahi Survey’ [38] that can be used for this purpose.
This dataset, a collaboration between researchers at the University
of Tokyo and Asahi Press, one of Japan’s largest press companies,
includes data collected for 14 elections between 2003 and 2022, and
the data for each election include responses from political candidates
(politicians) and voters. Many items are identical between the
Politician and Voter Surveys, but a few are different.

In addition, although the majority of questions in the surveys are
not directly related to penal policy, there are some questions that
gauge the respondents’ (i.e. politicians’ and voters’) attitudes towards
penal policy. These include questions measuring support for punitive
policy and the death penalty (for further details, see Analytical
Strategy), as well as a question relating to the support for restrictions
on private rights or the perceived importance of public safety (‘It
is natural for privacy and private rights to be restricted in order to
protect public safety’).

However, while the third item (support for restriction of private
rights) is included in most waves of the survey, including the most
recent 2022 survey, the other two items (support for punitive policies
and the death penalty), which are more relevant to the current study,
are only included in the 2009 survey. Therefore, in order to examine
these items, the analysis was limited to the data collected in 2009.

Given the time gap between 2009 and now, and the fact that
the survey was conducted in Japan, a country that is sometimes
considered to have an ‘exceptional’ criminal justice system and crime
rate [39], the research using this dataset is unlikely to be applicable
to the current system and may not be of interest to researchers who
do not have a specific focus on the Japanese context. Nevertheless,
research in the Japanese context may offer unique perspectives that
may not be available in other contexts. In particular, Japanese society
is often characterized by relatively low rates of reported crime and
incarceration [40]. While there was a temporary increase in both rates
in the late 1990s and early 2000s, they have been steadily decreasing
since 2003 [41]. In addition, there were other pressing issues in
2009, such as the reform and privatization of the postal service, the
change of government from the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP)
which is often regarded as conservative and therefore punitive, to
the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ), and the reform of the pension
system. Therefore, overshadowed by other pressing issues, crime
was not a major electoral issue in 2009, and it is likely that penal
policy was not a central consideration for most voters during the
decision-making process in 2009. In this context, research on trust
and cooperation has shown that the effect of value similarity on
trust and cooperation is stronger when the issue is more salient to
the respondent [42, 43]. Given this evidence, it can be expected that
the relationship between voters’ and politicians’ values at this time
and society is less close, and thus the effects of politicians’ attitudes
on their likelihood of being elected are weaker than in other times
and society where penal policy is a more salient issue. Considering
these, an investigation in the Japanese context can serve as a ‘hard
case,” meaning that the assumption of the penal populism framework
is less likely to hold valid than in other societies, for investigating the
relationship between voters’ and politicians’ attitudes. Thus, if this
relationship is found in the current study, it is likely to be applicable
to other contexts and societies.

Current Study

The current study aimed to contribute to the existing literature by
testing a mechanism that: 1) the public tends to be more punitive than
politicians; 2) among them, those with more punitive attitudes tend
to vote for more punitive parties; and accordingly, 3) politicians with
more punitive attitudes have a greater chance of being elected. In
order to test this assumed mechanism, the corresponding three
research questions (RQs) were examined.

RQ1: Did support for punitive policy, support for the death penalty

and restriction of private rights increase a candidate’s likelihood of
being elected?
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RQ2: Did voters who support the death penalty and restriction of
private rights vote for a political party with the same tendencies as
themselves?

RQ3: Who was more supportive of the death penalty and restriction
of private rights, politicians or voters?

The reason for examining RQ1 was that this is the basic mechanism
assumed in the theoretical framework of penal populism (especially
in ‘supply side’ studies) [18], and clarifying this mechanism would
provide some insights into the framework. However, answering RQ1
does not reveal how voters’ attitudes affect their voting behavior.
Therefore, RQ2 was also investigated. In contrast to RQ1, RQ2 does
not include support for punitive policies, as this item is not included
in the Voter Survey. In addition, this RQ focused on voting behavior
for parties rather than for politicians themselves. This was due to
data availability. There are two types of election for the House of
Representatives in Japan: the proportional representation and the
single-member constituency elections. In the former, voters vote for
political parties rather than politicians, so there is no data on which
politicians they voted for; and in the latter, the original dataset did
not include data on which politicians respondents voted for. RQ3 was
examined using the combined data from politicians and voters. The
theoretical framework of penal populism argues that the influence
of the ‘establishment’, including politicians and others, is weakened
and instead the influence of citizens is strengthened, leading to a
more punitive criminal justice system [5]. Such arguments assume
(though do not necessarily explicitly argue) that citizens are more
punitive than ‘experts’ such as politicians. In this regard, Roberts et
al. [18], who examined the attitudes of citizens, showed that most
citizens are generally punitive, but they did not present data directly
comparing politicians and citizens using the same items. Therefore,
RQ3 was examined to complement this point.

Analytical Strategy

In order to answer the above RQs, three analyses were conducted
using the data from the 2009 Politician and Voter Surveys. Analysis 1
examined RQ1 regarding the probability of politicians being elected,
using data from the Politician Survey. First, to get an overview of the
data, the means of each item measuring politicians’ punitive attitudes
were calculated and their correlations and the difference between
political party affiliations were examined. Then, to answer RQ1, a
logistic regression analysis was conducted with the election result
as the independent variable and politicians’ punitive attitudes as the
dependent variable. Analysis 2, which addressed RQ2, examined
whether voters’ punitive attitudes influenced their voting behavior
mainly using data from Voter Survey. Specifically, voters’ scores on
the items regarding support for the death penalty and restriction of
private rights were regressed on the corresponding scores for each
political party obtained in Analysis 1. In Analysis 3, addressing RQ3,
data from the Politician and Voter Surveys were combined and their
differences were tested using t-tests. All analyses were conducted
using R ver. 4.2.1.

Analysis 1
Methods

Participants

The 2009 Politician Survey included responses from 1,303
candidates. However, this included responses with missing values.
Excluding the incomplete responses, data from 1,261 candidates were
used in the analysis. The questionnaire was sent to all candidates on
13 July 2009 and returned upon completion. The response rate was
94.8%.

Variables

(1) Electionresult: The Japanese electoral systemuses parallel voting,
a mixed electoral system combining proportional representation and
single-member constituency elections. Accordingly, politicians who
were elected under either electoral system are coded as 1 and those
who were not are coded as 0.

(2) Support for punitive policy: For this item, respondents
were first presented with two opposing views: ‘A: Social safety is
deteriorating and we should promote harsher punishment for crime /
B: Social safety is not deteriorating and we should be cautious about
harsher punishment for crime’. They were then asked to rate which
view they were closer to. Responses were coded as Close to A (5),
Somewhat closer to A (4), Neither close to A nor B (3), Somewhat
closer to B (2) and Close to B (1), with higher scores indicating
greater support for the punitive policy.

(3) Support for the death penalty: Respondents were asked
whether they agreed or disagreed with the statement: ‘The death
penalty should be abolished.” Respondents were coded as disagree
(5), somewhat disagree (4), neither agree nor disagree (3), somewhat
agree (2) and agree (1), with higher scores indicating greater support
for the death penalty.

(4) Support for restriction of private rights: Respondents were
asked whether they agreed or disagreed with the statement ‘It is
natural for privacy and private rights to be restricted in order to
protect public safety’. Responses were coded as agree (5), somewhat
agree (4), neither agree nor disagree (3), somewhat disagree (2)
and disagree (1), with higher scores indicating greater emphasis on
security and support for restrictions on private rights.

In addition to these independent and dependent variables, the
following variables were treated as controls. In terms of party
affiliation, there were a total of 12 parties at the time of the 2009
elections. However, three of these parties— ‘Japan Renaissance Party
(Kaikaku Kurabu)® (n = 1), ‘New Power DAICHI (Shinto Daichi)’ (n
= 2) and ‘New Party Nippon (Shinto Nippon)’ (n = 6)—had fewer
than 10 respondents. Including parties with such a small number of
respondents could make an estimate unreliable. Therefore, along
with the options other parties and no party affiliation, respondents
belonging to these three parties were coded as others. Other variables
controlled for were number of times elected, experience of being
elected, gender and age. Regarding gender, men were coded as 1
and women as 2. Regarding experience, three options were dummy
coded: none, elected in the last election and elected in the older
election(s). The other two variables (number of times elected and
age) were treated as continuous.

Results
Preliminary Analysis

In order to get an overview of the data, the mean for each
independent variable was calculated according to the parties to which
the politicians were affiliated (Table 1). The correlations between the
dependent variables were then examined. The correlation between
support for the death penalty and punitive policy was r = .54, that
between support for the death penalty and restriction of private
rights was » = .54, and that between support for punitive policy and
restriction of private rights was » = .48. All were highly significant
(p<.0D).

Logistic Regression Analysis

To address RQ1, a logistic regression analysis was conducted
with the election result as the dependent variable. As the dependent
variables were found to be highly correlated, their separate effects
were estimated in Models 1 to 3. Model 4 included all variables
including controls. As shown in Table 2, the estimation revealed
that support for the death penalty and penal policy had significant
effects on the election result, suggesting that a one standard deviation
increase in support for the death penalty and punitive policy increases
a politician’s likelihood of being elected by 21% (11%-32%) and
28% (14%-45%), respectively. In contrast, support for the restriction
of private rights did not show such an effect. In addition, in Model
4, which controls for all variables, support for the death penalty and
penal policy did not show significant effects.
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( . L. Support for Support for Support for restriction of
Affiliating party " punitive policy | death penalty private rights
Liberal Democratic 299 4.05 4.10 3.36

Party (0.71) (0.92) (0.78)
) 3.64 3.25 2.54
Democratic Party 296
(0.99) (1.16) (0.92)
2.55 1.18 1.13
Communist Party 166
(0.69) 0.47) (0.33)
. 3.69 2.56 2.76
Koumeitou 45
(0.70) (1.22) (0.77)
. . 1.95 1.19 1.22
Social Democratic Party 37
(0.91) (0.46) (0.63)
4.07 3.53 3.13
People’s New Party 15
(0.80) (1.25) (1.36)
3.46 2.85 2.31
Your Party 13
(0.88) (1.21) (0.95)
3.64 3.53 3.08
Others 390
(0.85) (1.23) (0.95)
3.55 3.18 2.69
Total 1,261
(0.98) (1.42) (1.12)

K Table 1: Sample sizes and means (standard deviations) by politicians’ affiliating parties

T [or | | 9s%wct | sk | p
Model 1
Support for the punitive policy [ 128 | = | 1 114,1457 | 006 | <01
Model 2
Support for the death penalty [ 12t [ =] p1a1,1327 | 004 | <o
Model 3
Support for restriction of private rights | 1.04 | | [ 094,1.15 ] | 0.05 | 47
Model 4
Support for the punitive policy 1.03 [ 0.79,1.36 ] 0.14 .80
Support for the death penalty 1.19 [ 096,148 ] 0.11 11
Support for restriction of private rights | 0.88 [ 0.68,1.14 ] 0.13 35
Gender (1 = man, 2 = woman) 0.57 [ 0.30,1.07 ] 0.33 .09
Age 0.98 [ 0.96,1.00 ] 0.01 .07
Number of times being elected 1.23 | ** | [ 1.11,1.38 ] 0.06 <.01
Experience of being elected
None (ref’)
Elected in the last election 486 | ** | [ 1.53,15.42 ] 0.59 .01
Elected in the older election(s) 1486 | ** | [ 6.31,37.37 ]| 045 <.01
Affiliating party
Liberal Democratic Party 0.00 | ** | 10.00,0027 | 098 [ <o
Democratic Party (ref’)
Communist Party 0.01 | ** | [ 0.00,0.06 ] 0.82 <.01
Koumeitou 0.00 | ** | [ 0.00,0.01 ] 0.55 <.01
Social Democratic Party 0.00 | ** | [ 0.00,0.01 ] 0.51 <.01
People's New Party 0.01 [ ** | [ 0.00,0.02 ] 0.58 <.01
Your Party 0.00 [ ** | [ 0.00,0.00 ] 0.48 <.01
Others 0.01 | ** | [ 0.00,0.05 ] 0.66 <.01
K Table 2: Logistic regression analysis on the election result
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Analysis 2
Methods

Participants

The 2009 Voter Survey included responses from 2,086 voters
(aged older than 20). However, this included responses with missing
values. Excluding the incomplete responses, data from 1,579 voters
were used in the analysis. Respondents were selected using a two-
stage stratified random sampling technique. The questionnaire was
sent to respondents on 29 August 2009, one day before the elections,
and collected by 31 October. The response rate was 69.5%.

Variables

Parties for which respondents voted in the proportional
representation and single-member constituency elections were used

as dependent variables. Respondents who voted for parties not listed
in the options were coded as others. Also, those who chose the option
‘blank vote, invalid vote, etc. (abstained at the polling station)’ were
excluded from the analysis as missing values.

The items measuring support for the death penalty and the restriction
of private rights were coded in the same way as in Analysis 1. Support
for punitive policy was not examined because the voter survey did
not include this item.

Results
Preliminary Analysis

As in Analysis 1, the mean for each independent variable was
calculated by voting party (Table 3). The correlation between support
forthe death penalty andrestriction of privaterightswasr=.13 (p<.01).

-

~

K elections

Support for death penalty Support for restriction of
Voting party private rights
n PRE SMCE n PRE SMCE
3.94 3.94 3.67 3.59
Liberal Democratic Party 448 588
(1.06) (1.08) (1.10) (1.12)
. 3.97 3.93 341 3.37
Democratic Party 760 843
(1.10) (1.14) (1.11) (1.14)
. 3.59 3.43 2.96 2.83
Communist Party 92 46
(1.29) (1.39) (1.37) (1.40)
. 3.80 3.74 3.31 3.42
Koumeitou 127 19
(1.17) (1.15) (1.13) (1.12)
. . 3.57 3.86 3.02 3.43
Social Democratic Party 53 14
(1.29) (1.23) (1.29) (0.94)
3.90 4.13 3.38 3.43
People's New Party 29 23
(1.18) (1.01) (1.24) (1.20)
4.09 4.29 3.46 3.29
Your Party 56 14
(1.12) (0.73) (1.11) (1.33)
4.50 3.88 3.57 3.38
Others 14 32
(0.85) (1.10) (1.40) (1.29)
3.92 3.44
Total 1,579 1,579
(1.12) (1.15)
Table 3: Sample sizes and means (standard deviations) by voters' voting parties and type of

J

PRE: Proportional Representative Election; SMCE: Single-Member Constietuency Election.

Regression Analysis

First, the respondent’s party vote was matched to the mean party
support for the death penalty and restriction of private rights scores
obtained in Analysis 1, and these scores were treated as dependent
variables in the regression models. For example, if a voter voted for
the LDP, since the mean score for the death penalty was 4.10, this
score was matched and treated as the dependent variable. In Models
1 and 3, only variables corresponding to the independent variable
in each model (either support for the death penalty or restriction of
private rights) were included in the models. In Models 2 and 4 another
dependent variable (either restriction of private rights or support for
the death penalty) was added to control for its possible effects.

As shown in Table 4, the estimation results show that in Models 1
and 3, which include only one dependent variable, the effects of each
dependent variable are consistently significant (fs > .05, ps < .03).
Furthermore, these effects remained significant when controlling for
another dependent variable (fs > .06, ps < .01), with the exception of
Model 4 (= .04, p=.13).

Analysis 3
Methods

Participants

The Politician and Voter Surveys used in Analyses 1 and 2 were
analyzed again. Excluding responses with missing values, data from
1,261 politicians and 1,579 voters were used in the subsequent
analysis.

Variables

The items measuring the support for the death penalty and restriction
of private rights were used. They were coded in the same way as in
Analyses 1 and 2.

Results

Welch’s t-tests were used to examine the differences between
politicians’ and voters’ support for the death penalty and the restriction
of private rights. As the data for voters included two variables on
voting party (those who voted in proportional representation election
and those who voted in single-member constituency election), these
were matched with politicians’ party affiliation and tested separately.
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( Support for death penalty Support for restriction of private rights
p| | 9swct [sE| p | g 95%CI SE.| p
Proportional Representative Election
Model 1
Support for death penalty .08 | ** [.03,.13 ] ]0.02]<.01
Support for restriction of private rights .16 | *ox | [ .11,.21 ] | 0.01 | <.01
Model 2
Support for death penalty .06 | * [.01,.11 ] 0.02 | .01 | .05 [ <.01,.10 1] 0.01] .05

Support for restriction of private rights | .15 | ** [.10

,.200] 10.02 [<.01| .15 | ** [ .10,.20 ] | 0.01 | <.01

Single-Member Constituency Election

Model 3

Support for death penalty 05| * | [<0.01,.10 7] 0.01 | .03

Support for restriction of private rights A2 [.07,.17 ] | 0.01 | <.01
Model 4

Support for death penalty .04 [-01,.09] ]001] .13 | .03 [-.02,.08 7 ]|0.01] .23

Support for restriction of private rights | .12 | ** [.07,

d6 17 1001 (<01 .12 | ** [ .07,.17 ] ]10.01 |<.01

#xp< 01, *p < .05.

K Table 4: Regression analyses with voting parties in elections as dependent variables j

As for support for the death penalty (Table 5), voters’ scores were
significantly higher for all parties except the LDP and the People’s
New Party (PNP). The differences for the latter were not significant
in either the proportional representation election (#27.00) = -0.93, p
=.36, Hedges’ d = -0.30) or the single-member constituency election
(1(25.66) =-1.55, p= .13, d=-0.53), probably due to the small sample
size (15 for politicians and 29 for voters). The result for the LDP in the

PRE was unique in that it was the only party in which politicians scored
significantly higher than voters (£(696.40) = 2.19, p = .03, d = 0.16).

Regarding the support for the restriction of private rights (Table 6),
voters’ scores were higher than politicians’ scores in all parties except
the PNP. The difference with the PNP did not reach a significant level
in either election (PRE: #26.22) = -0.59, p = .56, d = -0.19; SMDE:
#27.40)=-0.70, p = .49, d = -0.23).

~

-

Voters
Politicians

Affiliating/voting part
& EPAY M [sp |[m [sp

t (df) P d 95%CI

Proportional Representative Election

Liberal Democratic Party | 4.10 | 0.92 | 3.94 | 1.06

(69639)=2.19 | .03 | * | 016 | [0.01,031]

Democratic Party 325 | 116 [ 397 | 11 | «s51436)=9.18 | <01 [ ** | -0.64 [[ 078, -051]
Communist Party 118 | 047 | 359 [ 129 | «10458)=-1722 [ <01 | *+ | 279 |[ -3.14, 244
Koumeitou 256 | 122 [ 380 | 1.17 | «7480)=-593 | <.01 [ ** | -1.04 [[ -1.40,-0.69 ]
Social Democratic Party | 1.19 | 0.46 | 357 | 129 | #69.37)=-1230 | <.01 [ ** | 227 [[ -2.81,-1.73 ]
People's New Party 353 | 125 [ 390 | 118 | #27.00)=-0.93 36 030 | [-0.93,034 ]
Your Party 285 [ 121 | 409 [ 112 | «17.03)=-338 [ <01 | ** | -1.08 |[-1.72,-045
Others 353 | 123 [ 450 | 085 | «15.02)=-4.10 | <.01 [ ** | -079 [ -1.33,-026 ]
Total 3.02 | 146 | 392 | 1.12 | «1446.13)=-15.60 | <.01 | ** | -0.71 [ [ -0.80,-0.62 ]

Single-Member Constituency Election

Liberal Democratic Party | 4.10 | 0.92 | 3.94 | 1.08

£(688.72) = 2.33 0 | * ] o016 | [002,030]

Democratic Party 3.25 1.16 | 393 | 1.14 #(507.34) =-8.67 <.01 | ** -0.59 | [ -0.73,-0.46 ]
Communist Party 1.18 | 047 | 343 | 1.39 #(47.88) =-10.81 <.01 | ** -292 | [ -3.35,-249 ]
Koumeitou 256 | 1.22 | 3.74 | 1.15 #(35.85)=-3.70 <.01 | ** -098 | [ -1.54,-041 ]
Social Democratic Party 1.19 | 046 | 3.86 | 1.23 #(14.41)=-7.90 <.01 | ** -3.51 | [ 444, 259 ]
People's New Party 3.53 1.25 | 413 | 1.01 #25.66) =-1.55 13 -0.53 [ -1.20,0.14 ]
Your Party 2.85 1.21 | 429 | 0.73 #(19.33) =-3.70 <.01 | ** -1.41 [ -2.27,-0.55 ]
Others 3.53 1.23 | 3.88 1.1 #37.71)=-1.70 .10 -0.28 [ -0.64,0.08 ]
Total 3.02 | 146 | 392 | 1.12 | #1451.36)=-15.68 | <.01 | ** -0.71 [ -0.80,-0.63 ]

**p <.01, *p <.05,

\_ Table 5: Difference between politicians' and voters' support for death penalty by parties j

J Poli Sci Publi Opin
Volume 2. 2024. 110



Page 7 of 9

~

~

NG

Politicians Voters t (df) p d 95%CI
Affiliating/voting party | M SD |Mm | SD
Proportional Representative Election
Liberal Democratic Party | 3.36 | 0.78 | 3.67 | 1.10 #(743.10) = -4.52 <.01 [ **| -031 | [-0.46,-0.17 ]
Democratic Party 2.54 1092 | 341 | 1.11 | #643.79)=-1293 | <.01 | **| -0.82 | [-0.95,-0.68 ]
Communist Party 1.13 | 0.33 | 296 | 1.37 #97.05) =-12.64 <.01 | **| -2.13 | [-2.44,-1.81 ]
Koumeitou 276 | 0.77 | 3.31 | 1.13 #(113.34) =-3.66 <.01 [ **| -0.53 | [-0.88,-0.18 ]
Social Democratic Party 1.22 | 0.63 | 3.02 | 1.29 #79.98) =-8.77 <.01 [ **| -1.67 | [-2.15,-1.18 ]
People's New Party 313 | 1.36 | 3.38 | 1.24 #(26.22) =-0.59 .56 -0.19 | [-0.82,0.44 ]
Your Party 231 | 095 | 346 | 1.11 #20.44) =-3.83 <.01 [ **| -1.06 | [-1.69,-0.42 ]
Others 3.08 | 0.95 ] 3.57 | 1.40 #(13.44)=-1.29 22 -0.50 | [-1.04,0.03 ]
Total 251 | 1.14 | 3.44 | 1.15 | #(1812.52)=-19.10 | <.01 | ** | -0.80 | [-0.89,-0.72 ]
Single-Member Constituency Election
Liberal Democratic Party 336 | 078 | 3.59 | 1.12 #(807.53) =-3.60 <.01 [ **] -0.23 [-0.37,-0.09 ]
Democratic Party 2.54 1092 | 337 | 1.14 #(631.43) =-12.50 <.01 | **[ -0.76 [-0.90,-0.63 ]
Communist Party 1.13 | 033 | 2.83 | 1.40 #(46.42) =-8.15 <.01 | **| -2.37 [-2.77,-1.98 ]
Koumeitou 276 | 0.77 | 3.42 | 1.12 #(25.53)=-2.36 .03 * 1 -0.74 [-1.30,-0.18 ]
Social Democratic Party 1.22 0.63 | 343 | 094 #(17.63)=-8.16 <.01 | ** [ -3.01 [-3.86,-2.15 ]
People's New Party 3.13 | 1.36 | 3.43 | 1.20 #27.40)=-0.70 49 -0.23 [-0.89,0.43 ]
Your Party 231 |1 095 ] 329 | 1.33 #23.52)=-2.22 .04 * 1 -0.82 [-1.62,-0.02 ]
Others 3.08 | 095 | 338 | 1.29 #(33.83)=-1.25 22 -0.30 [-0.66,0.07 ]
Total 251 | 1.14 | 344 | 1.15 | «(1817.29)=-19.12 | <.01 | ** | -0.81 [-0.89,-0.72 ]
**p <.01, *p <.05,
Table 6: Difference between politicians' and voters' support for restriction of private rights by parties

J

Overall Discussion

Drawing on the arguments of penal populism as a theoretical
framework, the present study aimed to examine how punitive
attitudes of politicians affect their likelihood of being elected and
how they are related to the attitudes of the public. As a result of a
series of three analyses using data from Politician and Voter Surveys,
three findings were obtained. First, an analysis of the politician
data showed that politicians who supported the death penalty and
punitive policy were more likely to be elected. Specifically, a one
standard deviation increase in support for the death penalty and
punitive policy increased the probability of being elected by about
21% and 28%, respectively. Second, an analysis of voter data shows
that respondents who support the death penalty are more likely to
vote for a party that supports the death penalty. Third, a comparison
of politicians and voters shows that, with few exceptions, voters are
more supportive of the death penalty and restriction on private rights
than politicians. Taken together, these findings suggest that voters,
who are generally more punitive than politicians, tend to vote for
parties with attitudes similar to their own, thereby facilitating the
election of more punitive politicians.

The current study contributes to both strands of the penal populism
literature, as distinguished in the introduction. The findings of the
present study contribute to the ‘supply side’ line of research [18],
which focuses mainly on electoral and political behavior and attitudes,
in the sense that the findings provide some of the first empirical
(quantitative) evidence for their arguments that punitive politicians
are more likely to be elected. In addition, the present findings also
contribute, albeit not directly, to the second line of research—the
‘demand side’ study—which focuses not only on the political arena
but also on wider social situations [5], as the findings show that the
election of a politician can be a way through which public attitudes

are introduced into the political arena, thereby influencing penal
policies and social situations at large. To sum, the present study
contributes to the both strands of existing literature by suggesting
the possibility of a political mechanism by which voters’ punitive
attitudes are translated into the political arena by increasing the
likelihood that punitive politicians will be elected.

Limitations

However, this suggestion should be balanced and tempered by
the three considerations. First, it should be noted that the present
study does not claim to have provided direct empirical support for
this framework or to have lent support to either side of the ongoing
debate between those who argue that Japan is in a penal populist
situation and those who question it [10, 44]. To provide such support,
further theoretical work on the definition of penal populism itself
and empirical studies are warranted. Secondly, as a major caveat of
the present study, it is worth noting that the relationship between
politicians’ and voters’ attitudes could be influenced by the third
variable. That is, in Analysis 1, the effects of support for penal policy
and the death penalty were not significant after controlling for party
affiliation in Model 4. Since individual politicians are expected
to choose to belong to a particular party because of similarities in
their attitudes, it is quite natural for the effect of party to override
the effect of attitudes, and therefore this does not seem to seriously
reduce the validity of the proposition. However, it is still possible that
politicians’ decisions to affiliate with a particular party are influenced
by other factors and that their attitudes towards penal policy do not
play a major role. In order to isolate the effects of attitudes towards
penal policy from other factors, more controlled studies or qualitative
studies of small cases may be needed.
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Another limitation worth discussing is the generalizability of the
present findings. As discussed in the Introduction, the crime issue
was not a salient election issue at the time of the 2009 elections,
and under such circumstances, voters were unlikely to emphasize
value similarity on the crime issue [42, 43]. Therefore, the targeted
study case — the 2009 elections in Japan — can be regarded as a
hard case in which the relationships between politicians’ and voters’
attitudes are less likely to be observed than in other situations and
times. However, the results of the series of three analyses have
consistently shown that politicians’ and voters’ attitudes are closely
related. Given this, it may be the case that the present findings can be
applied to other situations and times when the crime is a more salient
issue. However, as this prediction is speculative, it should be read
as a suggestion that raises an important research question for future
studies, rather than a conclusion.

The third limitation is mainly due to the secondary nature of the
present analysis. Specifically, while the present study examined the
relationship between politicians' attitudes and their chances of being
elected, it is questionable whether voters had detailed knowledge
about the politicians they voted for. In addition, the item used in
the present study to measure punitive attitudes was slightly double-
barreled, meaning that it confounded punitive attitudes and fear of
crime. Since punitive attitude and fear of crime are closely related
[45], it may be acceptable to ask for both constructs in the same
item. Nevertheless, it is more desirable in future studies to clearly
distinguish these constructs. In addition, while the present study did
not distinguish whether politicians won in PRE and SMCE in Analysis
1 and aggregated individual politicians' and voters' attitudes at the
group (i.e., party) level in Analyses 2 and 3, it should be recognized
that the meaning of winning in PRE and SMCE is different and that
there are variations in attitudes even among politicians and voters
who belong to and voted for the same party, so the present study may
have failed to uncover potentially interesting findings by ignoring
these variations. Finally, while support for punitive policies and
the death penalty showed a significant relationship with election
outcome, their effect was insignificant once variables such as party
affiliation, experience, and number of elections were controlled for.
This fact may challenge the present conclusion by implying that the
relationship between punitive attitudes and electoral result may be
influenced by other factors.

Future Research Orientations

In conclusion, this study contributes to the existing literature by
empirically suggesting the existence of a mechanism consistent with
the penal populism assumption, with some limitations that are mainly
due to the secondary nature of the present study. Based on the present
findings and limitations, some future research orientations can be
envisaged.

The first direction for future research is to examine the determinants
of both politicians’ and voters’ attitudes. Although studies have
been conducted in Japan [34] and other Asian countries [32] on
the determinants of the attitudes of voters (the general public), no
studies have been conducted on politicians. Second, conducting a
time series analysis may be a promising future direction. The data
set includes not only the 2009 data analyzed in this study, but also
data collected during other elections. In the future, it would be useful
to use the same dataset to examine, in particular, the determinants of
politicians’ attitudes and how they have changed over time.

Running Head: Do punitive politicians have a better chance of
getting elected?
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